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Allegations 

 

1. The allegations against the Respondent, Antony Davies, made by the SRA are that, 

while in practice as a Partner at Spencer Davies Solicitors (“the Firm”) and in the course 

of acting in the administration of an estate for which he was co-executor: 

 

1.1  On 28 November 2006 and 28 December 2006, the Respondent caused or 

allowed two payments to be made from the estate, in the sums of £25,000 and 

£14,000 respectively, to him and/or his wife without the knowledge and/or 

consent of his co-executor and/or the other beneficiaries. 

 

In doing so, the Respondent acted in breach of any or all of Rule 1(a) and Rule 1(d) of 

the Solicitors Practice Rules 1990 (“SPR”). The allegation was advanced on the basis 

that the Respondent’s conduct was lacking integrity. A lack of integrity is alleged as an 

aggravating feature of the Respondent’s conduct but is not an essential ingredient in 

proving the allegation. 

 

1.2  The Respondent acted where there existed a conflict of interest or a significant 

risk of conflict of interest. In doing so, the Respondent acted in breach of 

Rule 16D SPR. 

 

The Respondent admitted the allegations set out above. 

 

Documents 

 

2. The Tribunal had, amongst other things, the following documents before it:- 

 

• The Form of Application dated 25 July 2025. 

 

• Rule 12 Statement dated 25 July 2024 and exhibits. 

 

• Agreed Outcome submitted 7 March 2025 

 

Background 

 

3. The Respondent, who was born on 9 February 1960, is a Partner at McGarry & Co 

Solicitors, having been admitted to the Roll on 1 September 1984. At the relevant time, 

for the purposes of these proceedings, he was a Partner of the Firm. 

 

4. In the course of acting for the Estate of Person A, the Respondent made improper 

payments, from which he benefitted, and acted in circumstances where there was a 

conflict of interest. 

 

Application for leave 

 

5. The parties lodged the application less than 28 days from the date of the Substantive 

Hearing and therefore required the leave of the Tribunal to submit the Agreed Outcome 

proposal. 
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6. The Applicant and Respondent apologised for the late submission, which was 

regrettable and no discourtesy to the Tribunal had been intended. Mr Walker explained 

that discussions between the parties started at the end of January 2025. It was not the 

case that the discussions had been ongoing for many months or that the parties had 

lapsed into non-progression for long periods. However, in practical terms this 

represented a tight timescale. Mr Davies explained that there had been no delay on his 

part and that he responded to correspondence when received. 

 

7. The Tribunal noted that the application was submitted on 7 March 2025 with the 

Substantive Hearing listed to be heard on 12 March 2025. The application had been 

made very late and on the face of it there appeared to be no reason why it could not 

have been made earlier. The reason for the time limit is so that there is time to convene 

a different division of the Tribunal (to that which is listed to hear the Substantive 

Hearing) to consider the Agreed Outcome. If the division listed to hear the substantive 

case considers the Agreed Outcome, and declines to approve it, there is a likelihood that 

the Substantive Hearing date will be lost as the Tribunal members who were listed to 

sit will have to recuse themselves. The late submission of such Applications therefore 

interferes with the Tribunal’s ability to make proper arrangements for listing matters 

and is disruptive for Tribunal members, who work in other roles and professions, but 

are necessarily required to ensure their availability over a number of days. 

 

8. That said, given the circumstances relating to the Respondent and the proposal set out 

in the Agreed Outcome, the Tribunal decided it was right to grant the parties leave. 

 

Application for the matter to be resolved by way of Agreed Outcome 

 

9. The parties invited the Tribunal to deal with the Allegations against the Respondent in 

accordance with the Statement of Agreed Facts and Outcome annexed to this Judgment. 

The parties submitted that the outcome proposed was consistent with the Tribunal’s 

Guidance Note on Sanctions. 

 

Findings of Fact and Law 

 

10. The Applicant was required to prove the allegations on the balance of probabilities. The 

Tribunal had due regard to its statutory duty, under Section 6 of the Human Rights Act 

1998, to act in a manner which was compatible with the Respondent’s rights to a fair 

trial and to respect for his private and family life under Articles 6 and 8 of the European 

Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. 

 

11. The Tribunal reviewed all the material before it and was satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that the Respondent’s admissions were properly made. 

 

12. The Tribunal considered the Guidance Note on Sanction (11th edition). In doing so the 

Tribunal assessed the culpability and harm identified together with the aggravating and 

mitigating factors that existed. 

 

13. The Respondent had admitted lack of integrity and there could be no doubt that his 

culpability for his conduct was high, and that his actions had had the potential to 

indirectly harm the reputation of the legal profession. However, the Tribunal accepted 

that all beneficiaries ultimately received their full entitlements and that, while the 
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Respondent and Person C may have received the advance payments before the other 

beneficiaries, the position was ultimately rectified. There had been no loss to any 

individual, and this conduct had been a single episode, in an otherwise unblemished 

career. 

 

14. The Tribunal noted that the Respondent had (latterly) made full and frank admissions, 

had fully cooperated with the SRA throughout its investigation, and had shown some 

insight. There had been no repetition in the 18 years which had elapsed since the 

misconduct. 

 

15. In all the circumstances the Tribunal accepted that a fine in the sum of £7,501.00 was a 

reasonable and proportionate sanction to mark the seriousness of the misconduct, 

protect the public and maintain the reputation of the profession. 

 

16. The Tribunal considered that this case served as a reminder to the profession to exercise 

great care and caution when acting in a legal capacity for family members.  To do so 

creates several risks, including potential conflicts of interest, and compromising 

professional judgment.  

 

Costs 

 

17. The parties had agreed that the Respondent should pay costs in the sum of £10,210.00. 

The Tribunal considered the Applicant’s costs schedule and determined that the agreed 

amount was reasonable and appropriate. Accordingly, the Tribunal ordered that the 

Respondent pay costs in the agreed sum. 

 

18. The Tribunal considered the evidence with which it had been provided as to the 

Respondent’s means. It ordered that the order for costs should not be enforced without 

leave of the Tribunal. 

 

Statement of Full Order 

 

19. The Tribunal ORDERED that the Respondent, ANTONY DAVIES, solicitor, do pay a 

fine of £7,501.00, such penalty to be forfeit to His Majesty the King, and it further 

Ordered that he do pay the costs of and incidental to this application and enquiry fixed 

in the sum of £10,210.00, such costs order not to be enforced without leave of the 

Tribunal. 

 

 

Dated this 20th day of March 2025 

On behalf of the Tribunal 

 

G. Sydenham 

 

G. Sydenham 

Chair 
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